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fi(new product ?03丨如01昭)的影響，結果顯示其中一個受測試的策略能有效地改變消費 
者對某屬性的差別感覺及其後對新產品的判斷°最後，文中亦提出了一些本硏究結果在 
實用上的建議。 
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Abstract 
Two experiments were conducted to examine the role of perceived Inter-brand 
Variability (IBV) in moderating the perception of a new product and its 
differentiation. In Study 1，subjects' perceived IBV and post -purchase 
satisfactory level with the target at t r ibute were manipulated. Results of ANOVA 
showed tha t main effect for IBV was significant b u t not for satisfactory leveL It 
was also shown subjects with low perceived IBV and were dissatisfied with 
their current product rated the new product s t imulus a s more superior t han 
subjects with high-perceived IBV and those who were satisfied did (i.e. an 
interaction effect). As this result suggests promoting an at tr ibute tha t 
consumers were dissatisfied with may not result in differentiated positioning if 
they perceived a high IBV on tha t at t r ibute simultaneously, two strategies 
proposed to overcome this negative effect were tested in Study 2. Results 
indicate tha t one of the strategies (Spotlight strategy) is effective in changing 
consumers，perception of IBV and subsequent new product judgments . Finally, 
practical implications for marketing practit ioners to launch a new product 
regarding the effective product differentiation were discussed. 
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New Product Launch, Product Differentiation and Consumer Considerations 
Overview 
The success of a new product is closely related to the extent of the new 
product to differentiate from the b rands or products already in the market. A 
differentiated product is seen as sharing important at t r ibutes or product 
characterist ics with other brands in the category and a s being superior in the 
differentiating or distinguishing at tr ibutes (Dickson and Ginter，1987). 
Although marketing practitioners commonly agree with this approach, there 
seem to be few guidelines for them to choose which at tr ibute to promote and 
at tain a differentiated position. Some may suggest t ha t the choice should be 
based on the importance of the at tr ibutes (e.g., the most important attribute 
should be chosen (Porter, 1985)). Intuition may also suggest the choice of the 
at tr ibute tha t consumers are not currently satisfied with (i.e. an improvement 
in this at tr ibute can lead to the perception of superior performance and a 
differentiated position). However, based on the psychological literature of social 
cognition and cognitive categorization, the central thesis of this paper suggests 
tha t contextual factors may sometimes play a more critical role in determining 
the importance of a n attribute and in altering the perception of a new product 
than the generic nature of the product attribute. 
In the following, literature and research concerning product 
differentiation and how it is linked to contextual factors were first reviewed. 
Secondly, a focal contextual factor, namely perceived inter-brand variability 
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(IBV) on an attribute, was derived and one experimental study (Study 1) was 
then delineated to show its significance in altering the perception of new 
product positioning. Finally, another s tudy (Study 2) was conducted to search 
for strategies to combat and minimize the influence of this contextual factor 
and practical marketing implications tha t emerge from these findings were 
discussed and concluded. 
New Product Launch 
The new product launch is a critical stage of any new product 
development process. In addition to the t rue quality of the product, its success 
is also likely to depend heavily on how well marketing managers deal with the 
launch. This process is crucial because it will determine whether the potential 
customer values and adopts the new product and service. At one extreme, a 
successful product launch could eHcit product trials by consumers and 
ultimately lead to brand switching or product adoption if they are satisfied with 
the quality of the new product. At the other extreme, even a superior new 
product might never be adopted if poor execution of commercialization could 
not arouse customers ' interest in the product and its higher quality would 
never be experienced. 
In fact, this commercialization process of new products is also typically 
the most costly stage of product development. Its failure is seemingly fatal to 
the product and the company because of the loss in assets. In reality, 
although organizations spend millions of dollars a year developing new 
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products and services, the est imates of new product failure acknowledged by 
mos t marketing practit ioners is well over 90 percent (Patrick, 1997). This 
extremely high rate of new product failures remains one of the most perplexing 
problems in the marketing industry. This phenomenon also implies t ha t 
launching a product successfully is a really complicated and dynamic process 
and there is apparently no rigid guideline to follow. 
Competitive Advantage and Product Differentiation 
Contemporaiy marketing strategy pays much at tent ion to the concept of 
Competitive Advantage and s ta tes tha t the ult imate goal of most strategic 
planning formulations is to search for competitive advantage. By definition, “a 
competitive advantage is something special tha t a firm does, or possesses, t ha t 
gives it an edge against competitors” (Schnaars, 1991). In addition, competitive 
advantage is something tha t allows a firm to e a m higher-than-average profits 
because consumers happily pay the extra price premium for the quality and 
service implied by the competitive advantage. 
Product Differentiation is a commonly used strategy to gain competitive 
advantage over the competitors. Because of the un iqueness of differentiated 
products, consumers，bargaining power is lowered because they have to either 
pay the price requested or settle for something else. Moreover, differentiated 
products are usually neither directly comparable to nor subst i tutable for each 
other; the competition is reduced whereas the profit is increased. This fur ther 
Produc t Di f fe ren t ia t ion 7 
aUows more sellers of differentiated goods to survive in the same market 
because each of them h a s its own competitive advantage. 
Pioneering Advantage and New Product Entry 
Extensive prior research has shown tha t the first brand to enter a new 
market often e a m s a long-term market share advantage over later en t ran ts (e.g. 
Carpenter & Nakamoto, 1989; Kardes & Kalyanaram, 1992; and Kardes, 
Kalyanaram, Chandrashekaran & Donoff, 1993). According to Carpenter and 
Nakamoto (1989), this pioneering advantage evolves through an anchoring-
and-ad jus tment process. In a new product class, because consumers are 
uncertain about the ideal combination of features for a new product innovation 
a t the very beginning and they are exposed to different b rands sequentially, the 
first brand tends to have a disproportionately larger effect on trial and 
preference. Consequently, the ideal combination of features used for 
comparison between alternatives later is in fact determined by the combination 
provided by the pioneering brand. The pioneer then becomes the prototype for 
the categoiy, which provides useful framework for organizing attr ibute 
information. For the early entrant , novel and interesting information due to its 
cont inuous innovation is attention drawing and tends to be more memorable 
(Kahneman, 1973). On the other hand, because follower b rands share many 
at tr ibutes with the pioneer, attribute information about followers is more likely 
to be perceived a s redundant and less interesting and consequently is not 
attention drawing and less memorable. More importantly, exposure to 
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r e d u n d a n t information can lead to premature cessat ion of search process. As 
such , th is sequential information processing leads consumer to l e am more 
about the pioneer t h a n the foUowers; and the pioneer b rand is more likely to be 
retrieved，considered and chosen despite the similarity of i ts a t t r ibutes to those 
of the follower b r a n d s (Carpenter & Nakamoto, 1987). 
Extending the work to familiar product class, Kardes and Kalyanaram 
(1992) found t h a t subjects consistently remembered significantly more features 
of the first en t ran t t h a n of a superior late entrant . Moreover，this difference in 
recall was accompanied by a h igher judged preference for the early en t ran t 
t han for the objectively superior late entrant . Thus, in both new and existing 
product classes, there seems to be an advantage for being the early en t ran t into 
the market . 
This asymmetiy of pioneering advantage would appear to make new 
product launch a s a late entiy an extremely difficult task. Moreover, it is 
obvious tha t not eveiy product can be the first to enter a market . It is then 
undoubtedly meaningful to develop theories and strategies t ha t would enable 
later en t ran ts to su rpas s the early entrant 's performance. In spite of the fact 
tha t Httle systematic work h a s targeted to do so, there are numerous examples 
of successful late en t ran t s in the market. In the following, we will have a brief 
discussion on two of these examples (respectively the Pepsi-Cola and the Scope 
mouthwash in the U.S. market) with reference to the li terature of product 
differentiation. 
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Product Differentiation and New Product Entry 
Recent research suggests tha t late en t ran t s in a new product class are 
more likely to be competitive with a successful early en t ran t when they are 
distinctive from the early entrant , ra ther t h a n being similar to it (Carpenter & 
Nakamoto, 1989). In their discussion of marketing rules, Ries and Trout (1993) 
reviewed two exceUent examples to illustrate this point. The first one is the 
rivalry between Pepsi-Cola and the pioneer Coca-Cola in the U.S. market. Until 
1980s, Coca-Cola dominated the soft-drink categoiy. To combat this pioneer 
with more t h a n 100 years of history, Pepsi-Cola did not position itself a s 
something similar to Coca-Cola. On the contmiy，targeting Coca-Cola's long 
history and old image, Pepsi intentionally positioned itself a s the choice of 
young people with the theme “new generation”. This strategy was deemed veiy 
successful a s the sales of Pepsi shot u p and its brand image of “the choice of 
the new generation” was established at tha t time. This also affected the sales 
of Coca-Cola and indirectly speeded u p the process of the development of their 
new product, the New Coke. 
Another example is the battle in the mouthwash market, which was 
originally dominated by Listerine in 1960. In 1961，Johnson & Johnson 
introduced a new product called Micrin, which emphasized its similarity in 
composition with Listerine. This “me-too” strategy then enabled Micrin to 
become the second market leader after Listerine. However, when P&G 
launched Scope as "the mouthwash with good taste” tha t targetted consumers 
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who do not like Listerine，s strong medicine taste in 1965，it replaced Micrin 
and became the second brand in the market immediately. On the other hand , 
the sales of Micrin dropped gradually to a point of only 1% of market share in 
1978，when it was ceased production. 
Another, local, example of Mr. Hong Kong Contest is also noteworthy 
here. In Hong Kong, Ms. Hong Kong Pageant, which is organized by TVB，has 
been held eveiy year since 1974 and is recognized a s one o f t h e most favorable 
TV programmes by the public. Competitor ATV then followed the same strategy 
and developed similar event of Ms. Asia Pageant in the late 80s. However, this 
programme could never surpass the pioneer in terms of audience rating year to 
year. Until 1998, ATV changed its strategy and organized another similar but 
distinctive event, the Mr. Hong Kong Contest, which tries to target those 
audiences who are not fond of the Ms. Hong Kong programme, rather than the 
same target group. Although its performance, in terms of audience ratings is 
still lower t han the pioneer, it outperformed and created a much higher noise 
level t han the follower programme, Ms. Asia Pageant. 
Although the above examples are largely anecdotal, they nevertheless 
suggest tha t the “me-too” strategy is not optimal for new products to enter the 
established market. On the contraiy, in order to diminish the influence of the 
advantage of the pioneer, new products or b rands should try to differentiate 
itself from the dominant brand or other brands already in the market. 
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The introduction of new features is one of the most common methods for 
late en t ran t s to differentiate their b rands and gain a competitive advantage. 
Although practitioners universally adopt this approach, little research effort 
h a s been spent on investigating the effect of this kind of new product feature 
claims on b rand choice. Apparently, the rationale is straightforward and 
intuitive: current users of the dominant brand will be attracted by this new 
feature and switch to your product i f t h e new feature is meaningful, relevant 
and valuable to them. However, this intuition may be too simple to describe 
the whole process of consumer choice. For example, in the study of Carpenter, 
Glazer and Nakamoto (1994)，they showed products could gain competitive 
advantage through differentiation, even an "irrelevant attribute” tha t does not 
provide meaningful function to the customer, namely meaningless 
differentiation. In one of their experiments, the au thors had subjects evaluate 
different down jackets. One of the jackets is differentiated from the others by 
having a created attribute of "Alpine class down fiU”. Although the subjects 
were told expHcitly tha t the warmth of the jackets does not depend on the type 
of bird the down comes from (inferring Alpine class fill is irrelevant with the 
warmth), they rated the differentiated brand more positively t han the same 
brand without it. Such findings violated the prevailing view in marketing tha t 
successful differentiation should be meaningful to consumers. These also 
suggest tha t more research effort is recommended in order to provide a more 
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thorough unders tanding of the effect of new product feature claims on 
consumers ' consideration and brand choice. 
Objective o f t h e Present Study 
More specificaUy, we are asking the following question: What factors 
determine the impact of a new feature on the commercialization of the new 
product? To be consistent with the previous discussion on product 
differentiation, the impact of a new feature here is defined as the extent to 
which the new feature claim enables the product to differentiate itself from the 
dominant brand and other competitors existing in the market. The focus of the 
following sections is t h u s to search for answers to this with reference to pas t 
research on consumer multiattr ibute judgment . 
Past Literature on Consumer Multiattribute Judgment 
It goes without saying tha t consumers make choices among b rands 
within a product category based on the at tr ibutes each brand possesses. Some 
pas t research tried to model the mechanisms involved in this multiat tr ibute 
judgment . These include mathematical models like the Von Neumann-
Morgenstem linear additive multiattribute model (Hauser & Glen, 1979) and 
psychological models such as the sequential-elimination model (Tversky, 1972)， 
etc. 
Later research then tried to investigate the factors tha t determine the 
relative importance of the at tr ibutes in altering the fmal choice. Some 
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researchers interpret the attr ibute 's importance by making distinctions among 
various a t t r ibutes based on their properties. 
For instance, Lekhoff-Hagius and Mason (1993) classify product 
a t t r ibutes into three groups, namely characteristic at tr ibutes, beneficial 
a t t r ibutes and image attributes, respectively. The first one refers to the 
physical properties of the product tha t can be objectively measured. Beneficial 
at t r ibute refers to the outcome tha t the product brings to the users while the 
last one of image at tr ibutes refers to psychological and symbolic meanings tha t 
the product represents to the user. Cars can be used a s an example to 
illustrate the distinctions among the three. The size of a car is obviously a 
characteristic at tr ibute tha t can be measured objectively. Large size in a car 
brings the use r s a more comfortable seating environment, and is a beneficial 
attribute. To pu t it further, an extremely large car t ha t draws attention from 
pedestr ians is an image attribute tha t give superior feeling to the car users. In 
their study (1993), Lekhoff-Hagius and Mason also demonstrated tha t 
beneficial and image at tr ibutes are generally of higher importance in preference 
judgment than characteristic attributes. 
Besides, there are some other researchers who studied the relative 
importance of different kinds of product at t r ibutes with different typologies (e.g. 
abstract and concrete attr ibutes (Johnson, 1984); tangible and intangible 
attr ibutes (Darley & Smith, 1993); and search and experience at tr ibutes 
(Wright & Lynch, 1995)，etc.). In a nutshell, this line of research aimed at 
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comparing the effectiveness or importance o fvar ious types of a t t r ibutes under 
different classifications. And their general conclusion suggests t ha t the 
importance of a specific at tr ibute in influencing the fmal choice depends largely 
on the na tu re of t ha t attr ibute. 
Another s t ream of research focuses on factors other t han the generic 
na tu re of the attr ibutes, namely contextual factors. 
Contextual Factors 
This broad categoty of determinants refers to the various factors emerged 
from the context or the set of alternatives under consideration. The basic idea 
is elicited by a parallel s t ream of research beginning with Huber, Payne, and 
Puto (1982) tha t concentrates on unders tanding how shares reaHgn after new 
product entry, with particular emphasis on irrational behavior violating the 
assumption of regularity. This stream of research is often referred to as the 
Attraction Effect or the Asymmetric Dominance Effect In Huber et al. (1982), 
when a core set of two alternatives (A and B) is expanded to include a third 
alternative C, tha t is inferior to a dominating alternative, say alternative A, it 
increases the probability of choosing the dominating alternative A while the 
probabiHty of alternative B decreased as such. This phenomenon deserves 
extra attention because it violates two related assumpt ions underlying many 
choice models (Huber, Payne & Puto, 1982): (1) tha t choices are independent of 
irrelevant alternatives, and (2) tha t adding an alternative cannot increase 
choice shares of an original alternative (the principle of regularity). Moreover, 
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th is at traction effect is so robust tha t the realignment of shares tha t favoured 
the dominating alternative h a s been replicated consistently in several later 
s tudies (e.g., Ratneshwar et al. 1987; Simonson 1989，1991; etc.) 
Subsequent research h a s suggested explanations for the attraction effect. 
For instance, Simonson and Tversky (1992) account for this attraction effect 
based on the notion oflocal contrasts in at tr ibute trade-offs. They posit tha t 
th is context effect can be understood in terms of trade-off contrast, the notion 
tha t the preference among alternatives is influenced by the other trade-offs 
implied in the set of options under consideration. Thus, the attractiveness of 
the trade-off comparison between alternatives A and B is influenced by other 
implied trade-offs in the set under consideration. In particular, the tendency to 
prefer A over B will be enhanced if the decision maker encounters other trade-
off comparisons (i.e., between A and the decoy C) in which the exchange rate 
between the two attr ibutes is higher t han tha t implied by A and B. Besides, 
Mishra, Umesh and Stem (1993) find tha t the attraction effect is explained to a 
considerable extent by changes in the following seven variables: information 
relevance, product class knowledge, task involvement, perceived similarity 
between decoy and target, relative brand preference, share captured by decoy 
brand, and perceived decoy popularity. These variables were found to be the 
antecedents of the attraction effect consistently across several product classes 
studied. 
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Summing u p all the research on the contextual factor of attraction effect, 
it is shown tha t consumers ' preferences are often not well defined bu t rather, 
constructed from the specific context in which they are elicited. This also 
implied t ha t the importance of one at tr ibute in one context could be veiy 
different from tha t in another context. 
Conclusion 
After reviewing the above past l i teratures on consumer multiattribute 
judgment , it seems there are at least two major factors tha t determine the 
importance of certain product attribute in influencing the final product choice. 
The more obvious one is the generic na ture and value of tha t attr ibute to the 
consumer. Another less intuitive one is the contextual factor tha t is generated 
from the specific context in which the choice is made. In order to predict 
precisely how important a new product feature claim is in consumer 
consideration, we have to unders tand, in addition to the na ture o f t h e 
attribute, the moderating role of these kinds of contextual factors a s weU. 
In fact, the influence of contextual factors is the central focus in this 
thesis because of two reasons. Firstly, a s aforementioned, much research effort 
h a s been devoted to study how the nature of the at tr ibute and its importance 
are linked together (e.g. Lekhoff-Hagius & Mason (1993); Johnson (1984); and 
Darley and Smith (1993)). More importantly, these identified at t i tudes towards 
certain type of at tr ibutes are often not closely related to preference or to actual 
purchase decisions at the level of various alternative b rands or products. 
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Myers and Alpert (1997) emphasize tha t we have to focus on the determinant 
a t t r ibutes in unders tanding consumers ' choice among various brands , whereas 
determinant at t r ibutes axe those tha t are both important and tha t differentiate 
one offering from its alternatives meaningfully. 
To fur ther illustrate this concept, the au thors showed in proprietary 
s tudies asking consumers to evaluate such automobile a t t r ibutes a s power, 
comfort, economy, appearance, and safety, consumers often rank safety a s first 
in importance. However, these same consumers do not see various makes of 
cars a s differing widely with respect to safety. As a result, safety is not a 
determinant at t i tude or feature in the actual purchase decision. Without the 
knowledge tha t consumers see little difference between cars in terms of safety, 
it would be na tura l for the manufac turer to conclude tha t safety is an 
important motivator in terms of the purchasing decision and to s t ress this in 
promotion efforts, while the same funds might be more efficiently used to stress 
at tr ibutes tha t actually determine product choice. This implies tha t contextual 
factors may sometimes play a more crucial role in determining buying behavior 
than the na ture of the attr ibute itself. In particular, the weight or the 
importance of an attribute tha t contribute to the fmal decision of which specific 
brand to purchase is usuaUy context-dependent rather t han based on how 
favorable is tha t attribute. 
In the following, we wiU focus primarily on those contextual factors to 
unders tand how they affect the evaluation of a product. More specifically, we 
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will concentrate in only one contextual variable, namely the perceived inter-
b rand variability of an attr ibute, which is proposed to affect consumers，choice. 
For the rest of the current paper, research findings concerning th is variable will 
be first discussed. Secondly, specific hypotheses are proposed to tes t the 
linkage between th is variable and the extent of differentiation of new product . 
Finally, a s tudy designed to test these hypotheses is outlined and its theoretical 
a n d practical implications will be discussed. 
Perceived Inter-brand Variability as a Contextual Factor 
As mentioned previously, the determinance of a n at tr ibute is a dynamic 
concept t ha t is sometimes independent of the generic value of t ha t at t r ibute to 
consumers . One obvious reason is the effect of diagnosticity of th is at t r ibute 
information. As suggested by Wyer and Sml l (1989), if a single piece of 
information is perceived to be sufficient for reaching a part icular judgmenta l 
objective, then a j u d g m e n t is formed solely on the bas is of this diagnostic 
information. If the available information is perceived a s non-diagnostic, more 
information is then needed. In a product choice context, when consumers are 
confronted with several product alternatives in the market from which they 
have to make a choice, the alternatives are being compared on at t r ibute basis. 
If the information of the first at tr ibute is not diagnostic enough for the 
consumer to categorize the alternatives and to reach a final choice, a second 
attr ibute wiU be considered. If this second attr ibute is again not diagnostic 
enough, a third one will then be considered and so on until the final choice is 
Produc t Di f fe ren t ia t ion 19 
made. In other words, if consumers see little difference between alternatives in 
t e rms of one attr ibute, then this at tr ibute is not a determinant at tr ibute no 
mat ter how favorable it is. 
The idea of perceived inter-brand variability (IBV) of a n at t r ibute is 
parallel to the above concept of diagnosticity. Attributes tha t ^ e similar (low 
IBV) in the performances among product alternatives will be less diagnostic for 
the choice and therefore less importance is adhered to these at t r ibutes 
regardless of their generic nature . On the other hand , at t r ibute tha t vaiy 
greatly (high IBV) in the performances among brands is relatively much more 
diagnostic and t h u s of higher importance in determining which brand to 
choose out of t ha t context. Therefore, the perceived IBV is defined here as the 
perceived variance in the performances of an at tr ibute across alternative 
brands . High IBV is observed when the performances differ greatly from each 
other, whereas low IBV corresponds to situation, in which the observed 
performances axe similar among brands. 
However, one major distinction should be noted here is tha t the variable 
of perceived IBV we discuss here is only a perception of the category 
information (we call it product schema thenceforth), ra ther t h a n concrete, 
genuine product information. Schema-based research is noteworthy here. 
Bettman (1979) defined schema as cognitive s tructure representing one's 
expectation about a domain. Consumers are Hkely to develop a schema or set 
of expectations about a product categoty over time. These expectations might 
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include hypotheses about wha t are the u sua l values on at tr ibutes, importance 
weights of a t t r ibutes and the perceived IBV on at t r ibutes a s well. These 
product schemata are formed to facilitate storage and retrieval of product 
information and subsequent decision making. 
Perceived Inter-brand Variability and Differentiation of New Product 
Early schema-based research on person perception have been shown 
tha t schemas have a profound effect on the processing of new information (e.g., 
Lingle, Altom, & Medin, 1984). Later consumer researchers (e.g. Meyers-Levy & 
i y b o u t (1989); Su jan and Bettman (1989)，etc.) had also demonstrated such an 
effect in a product context. In general, a schema-congruity effect is found 
when information of a new st imulus is being processed. If this information 
conforms to expectations (i.e., congruity), it is not arousing and tha t 
information was simply assimilated into the existing mental schema. By 
contrast , the disruption of expectations tha t occurs when incongruity is 
encountered prompt arousal and cognitive elaboration directed toward making 
sense of the incongruity. 
In examining this schema-congruity effect to brand positioning 
strategies, Su jan and Bettman (1989) showed tha t information moderately and 
strongly discrepant from the product categoiy schema leads the product to a 
differentiated and a niche position within the general categoiy respectively 
while congruent information does not. In another investigation, Meyers-Levy 
and Tybout (1989) reported tha t when attributes of a new product are 
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moderately incongruent with expectat ions evoked by the category in which it 
h a s membership , the new product is evaluated more favorably t h a n when the 
a t t r ibu tes are either congruent or extremely incongruent with the categoiy, 
Building on this phenomenon，we hypothesize t h a t the consumers， 
s c h e m a s of perceived inter-brand variability on product a t t r ibutes are also 
vulnerable to the influence of this type of schema-congruity effect. We predict 
t h a t a t t r ibute information of a new product t ha t violates the schema of 
perceived IBV will receive much at tention and hence the importance of this 
a t t r ibute increases a s a result. In spite of the fact t ha t there is little research 
s tudied specifically the variable of perceived IBV, a t least two empirical s tudies 
do shed light on and support the above hypothesis. 
Firstly, in a social cognition experiment investigating person stereotype 
formation, Park and Hastie (1987) showed tha t subjects，representation o f a 
categoiy of people consists o f ( l ) the incidentally stored ins tances of the 
categoiy members , (2) the perceived central tendency of categoiy members 
along focal dimensions and (3) the variance of the categoiy members along 
those dimensions. The last element suggests t ha t subjects did actually form 
est imates of the variability of group members a s a kind of categoiy information. 
Moreover, th is perceived variance or variability was shown to play an important 
role in subsequen t social judgments . It influences how subjects generalize 
information from a single group member to the group a s a whole and vice 
versa. If the perceived variance was low in the group level, subjects had higher 
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tendency to generalize the group level stereotype to individual group member. 
Because of these reasons, we believe consumers will also possess such 
schemas t ha t store information of perceived IBV in product choice context. 
Another s tudy from Moon and Tikoo (1997) addressed the effect of 
perceived IBV on p roduc t judgment directly. In their study, consumers ' use of 
information from multiple b rands for making inferences about information tha t 
is missing for one brand was examined. Result show tha t when the inter-
brand variability on an attr ibute was low, the inferred value of a missing 
at t r ibute for a target brand approached the average value tha t at tr ibute had 
across alternative brands. In other words, this implies tha t in the situation of 
new product launch, if consumers perceive a low IBV，they will automatically 
infer a value similar to the alternatives already in the market about the 
performance of the new product on tha t attribute. If the new product can 
effectively promote itself a s an excellent performer on tha t low IBV attribute, 
the contrast resulted should draw extra attention from the consumers and a 
differentiated position can t h u s be achieved more easily than when the IBV is 
high on tha t attribute. 
More specifically, the following hypotheses are proposed: 
Hi: A new product claim of superior performance in a product attribute 
is perceived as more outstanding in performance when consumers 
perceive a low IBV than a high IBV on tha t attribute. 
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H2: A new product claim of superior performance in a product a t t r ibute 
can lead to a more differentiated product positioning and better 
impression when consumers perceive a low IBV t h a n a high IBV on 
t ha t at tr ibute. 
Elasticity of the Perceived Inter-brand Variability 
Like other schemas, direct personal experience is the primaiy source of 
the product schemas (e.g., the perceived IBV). Indirect sources like word-of-
mou th and marketing communications, e.g., advertising, can also play a n 
important role in the schema formation process. However, it is also noteworthy 
tha t these schemas are nonetheless not equivalent to the t rue values or the 
performance of the product alternatives on different at tr ibutes. As such, these 
schemas are subject to change and can be up-dated with new information 
readily. This high elasticity is anticipated to be even more pronounced for the 
schema of perceived IBV on product at tr ibute. This is because it is actually a 
categoty-level information tha t virtually no individual consumer can obtain or 
verify by one's own experience. Therefore, the following hypothesis is also 
proposed: 
Hs： Consumers，concept of perceived IBV is veiy elastic and can be 
readily changed by new information provided by a credible source. 
Post-purchase Attribute Satisfaction 
Consumers，satisfaction with various at tr ibutes of a product is another 
variable under investigation of the current study. Undoubtedly, consumer 
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satisfaction is a veiy important topic in consumer research. Interest in this 
topic resul ts from its tight relation with consumer repeat-buying behavior. 
Ample research h a s shown tha t a satisfactory purchase experience is one 
requirement for continued interest in a product tha t might lead to repeat 
purchas ing (e.g. Oliver & DeSarbo (1988); Tse & Wilton (1988); Oliver (1993)， 
etc.) Until lately, the literature h a s focused on dissatisfaction and examined its 
relation with other consumer response outcomes, such a s complaining 
behavior. Besides, to the best of the author ' s knowledge, most of the research 
effort h a s been placed on investigating the antecedents of the 
satisfaction/dissatisfaction (e.g. the expectancy disconfirmation model (see Tse 
& Wilton (1988); Yi (1990)), bu t not so much on its consequences (except re-
purchase and complaining behavior a s aforementioned). 
The present study tries to explore another post-purchase response 
outcome tha t is tightly linked with consumer satisfaction. That is，the different 
modes of information search and attention paid to specific product at t r ibutes 
resul ts from different levels of satisfaction. Previous models of decision making 
do not distinguish between at tr ibutes on which a consumer h a s experienced 
positive or negative performance (see Mittal, Ross & Baldasare, 1998). 
However, depending on this pas t experience, the weights of the at t r ibutes in 
subsequent decisions could shift dramatically. For example, a consumer who 
h a s experienced positive performance on comfort in the decision to purchase a 
car may weight it less than another who h a s experienced negative performance 
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on th is a t t r ibute may. As a result, previous experiences of attribute-level 
performance t h u s serve a s important contextual cues for subsequen t decisions 
and choices. This anticipation is also in Hne with the dominant expectancy 
disconfirmation model in the satisfaction li terature (e.g. Oliver, 1980; Tse and 
Wilton, 1988). This time, it is the consumer 's pas t experience to set the 
expectation abou t certain product at tr ibutes. Thus, for instance, if automobile 
cus tomers always have observed and expected low performance on the 
at t r ibute of interior roominess, then，encountering high performance on 
“interior roominess" will cause a higher level of disconfirmation in the positive 
direction and th is a t t r ibute would become especially salient and affect 
subsequen t judgment . 
There are a t least two additional reasons for adding this variable of post-
purchase a t t r ibute satisfaction in the present study. First, it is a common 
strategy for a new product to promote for its enhanced performance on an 
at tr ibute for which consumers are experiencing negative performance. This 
strategy is reasonable in Hght of the above post -purchase consumer response 
resul ts from at t r ibute satisfaction/dissatisfaction. A higher level of 
dissatisfaction with certain attribute(s) of their current product might increase 
the importance of th is at tr ibute and prompt a higher level of information 
search for alternative b rands with regards to this a t t r ibute in t u m . We believe 
such a process resul ts in differential attention being paid to certain product 
at tr ibutes should also apply to the setting of the present study, in which 
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consumer ' s are confronted with a b rand new product and they have to make 
subsequen t j udgmen t based on these at tr ibutes. 
Secondly, because only one focal a t t r ibute will be investigated in the 
present s tudy and to ensure tha t this focal at t r ibute is important to the 
subjects and will receive sufficient at tent ion and processing for the new 
product , th is variable of at t r ibute satisfaction is meaningful in the way to 
categorize the subjects . As such, based on the respondents，satisfaction level 
with the focal a t t r ibute of their current products, they were categorized into two 
groups (i.e. the satisfied group and the not-satisfied group). And we predict 
t ha t the not-satisfied group will engage in a higher level of information 
processing in the focal a t t r ibute of the new product t h a n its satisfied 
counterpart . Specifically, the foUowing hypothesis is tested to verify the above 
anticipation: 
H4： A new product claim of superior performance in a product at tr ibute 
is perceived a s more outs tanding in performance for consumers 
who have dissatisfied post-purchase experience on t ha t at tr ibute 
t h a n those who have satisfied experience. 
And because the post-purchase satisfactory level is believed to affect the 
level of information processing of certain attribute, we believe it may also 
influence the use of category information, e.g. the product categoiy schema. As 
a result, we fur ther propose the following hypothesis of interaction effect: 
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Hs： The perceived performance of a new product in a product at tr ibute 
is subject to the interaction effect between the consumer 's 
perceived IBV and post-purchase experience of tha t attribute. 
Pilot Study 
Mobile phone was chosen as the target product in the experiment 
because it is a familiar and high involvement product to most adul ts in Hong 
Kong. Moderate product famiUarity is desirable because it ensures tha t 
subjects had a t least a certain extent of product categoiy knowledge tha t is 
needed to form the concept of perceived IBV on product attributes. The high 
involvement na tu re is also important in the sense tha t high level of information 
processing was guaranteed and choice and judgment based entirely on 
individual preferences or heuristics were eliminated. 
Based on a report documented in the Choice Monthly Magazine (Volume 
267，1999)，the official magazine of the Hong Kong Consumer Council, seven 
criteria were identified as the major at t r ibutes of mobile phone, namely (1) voice 
clarity, (2) receptivity and sensitivity, (3) battery performance, (4) usage 
convenience, (5) resistance to collision, (6) size and weight; and (7) appearance. 
A pilot study was done to identify which of these at t r ibutes of mobile phones 
should be manipulated in the subsequent study. Twenty-one s tudent subjects 
were recruited to rate the perceived importance and the perceived IBV of each 
attribute, for mobile phones in general, on a five-point scale (l=not important 
a t all / not different at all; 5=veiy important / greatly varied). Result of their 
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responses is shown in Table 1. Based on this result, the at tr ibute of usage 
convenience was chosen as the focal a t t r ibute because both the mean 
importance rat ing (3.95) and perceived IBV (3.43) for this at tr ibute are a t 
moderate level among all attributes. As such, possible ceiling or floor effect on 
th is a t t r ibute in the subsequent studies can be minimized. In addition, this 
at t r ibute exhibit greatest variance in its perceived IBV rating (SD=1.028). This 
implies t ha t consumers have least consensus about its perceived IBV, i.e. 
someone th ink it vaiy greatly among brand while some other do not. This 
property also makes itself an ideal at tr ibute for later manipulat ion. 
Study 1 
Design. A 2 X 2 factorial design was employed in the present study. One of 
the between subject factors, namely the perceived inter-brand variability on the 
at tr ibute of usage convenience, was manipulated by presenting two different 
versions of information to the subjects (Appendix A). The other factor is 
subjects ' satisfaction level about the usage convenience of their current mobile 
phone. It was manipulated through the dichotomization of the sample based 
on their ratings of the item concerning their satisfaction with the mobile phone 
they are currently using. Finally, the satisfaction level of 4 in a seven-point 
scale was selected as the cutting point, i.e. subjects with rating greater than 4 
were classified a s the group who are satisfied with their current mobile phone 
in terms of usage convenience, whereas the rest were those who are not 
satisfied. 
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Subjects. A total of 95 adul ts (43 male; 52 female) were recruited 
successfully to fill-in a 4-paged questionnaire in public area such a s food 
cour ts and bookstores. One of the two versions of questionnaire with different 
manipulat ions was presented randomly to each subject. Together with the 
above classifications based on satisfaction level, the whole sample was 
categorized into four cells a s follows: 
(1) High IBV; Not satisfied (N=19) 
(2) High IBV; Satisfied (N=25) 
(3) Low IBV; Not satisfied (N=23) 
(4) Low IBV; Satisfied (N=28) 
Experimental Stimulus. An image of a GSM mobile phone with the brand 
name of Benefon was downloaded from the Internet a s the experimental 
s t imulus in the present study. This phone was selected because of its novelty 
tha t most of the consumers should not have come across it in the Hong Kong 
market. Besides, several Chinese descriptions were prepared for this product 
and were presented to the subjects together with the image of the phone. 
These descriptions, including some features and innovations, were 
intentionally designed to highlight tha t the phone is extraordinarily convenient 
to use. Furthermore, this experimental s t imulus (as in Appendix B) was 
presented to the subjects in the third par t of the questionnaire. 
Questionnaire and Procedures. Subjects were first required to fill-in the first 
part of questionnaire tha t measures the demographic data, ownership of 
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mobile phone, familiarity with mobile phone, satisfactory level about the 
a t t r ibutes of their current mobile phone, and their general perception of the 
importance and inter-brand variability o fva r ious at t r ibutes of mobile phones 
before manipulat ions. As a current mobile phone ownership was essential, 
those subjects who did not possess one were dismissed. In the second par t of 
the questionnaire, which was the manipulat ion phase, qualified subjects were 
instructed to study carefully the information provided in the table on the top of 
t ha t part . Then, they were allowed to proceed to answer the quest ions in the 
second par t s t ha t measure their perceived IBVs of different at t r ibutes after the 
manipulat ion. Finally, they were presented with an experimental s t imulus 
(Appendix B) and were told tha t the phone is going to be launched in Hong 
Kong. In addition, they had to study the information provided and then answer 
the quest ions in the third part of the study, in which the various dependent 
variables were measured (see Appendix C for a copy of the whole 
questionnaire). In general, subjects completed the whole task within 15 
minutes. 
Dependent variables. Four dependent measures were used to assess the 
brand and category perceptions after manipulation. These measures are (1) 
overall impression of the new mobile phone, Le. “The impression of this new 
mobile phone is good for me”，(2) perceived superior performance of the new 
mobile phone on the target attribute (i.e. usage convenience), (3) perceived 
overall similarity between the new mobile phone to the other alternatives in the 
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current market , and (4) perceived overall differentiation of the new mobile 
phone from the other alternatives in the market . These variables were 
measured in a seven-point scale with 1 equal to strongly disagree and 7 
strongly agree with the sentences. 
Analyses and Results 
Pre-manipulation Measures 
The resul ts of pre-manipulation measures were shown in Table 2. These 
variables of mean importance rating and perceived IBV for each at tr ibute 
measured in the current study (Study 1) are similar to those measured in pilot 
study. For our target at tr ibute (the usage convenience), its desired na tu res 
stated in the Pilot Study, i.e. moderate in size (4.88 in importance and 4.53 in 
perceived IBV) and with large variance were (1.74 in perceived IBV) preserved 
and replicated. These evidences may serve as a direct empirical justification of 
the choice of us ing usage convenience as the target attribute. 
Manipulation Check 
Result of one way ANOVA showed tha t the manipulat ion was effective in 
altering the perceived IBV across the two groups with different versions of 
questionnaire {F(1, 91)= 31.05，p < .000). The mean of the high IBV group in 
the item measuring perceived IBV in the second part of the questionnaire is 
significantly larger than tha t of the low IBV group (5.25 vs, 3.71). The mean 
values for each condition for the manipulation check and the dependent 
measures are given in Table 3. As expected, because it was the criteria of 
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categorization, the mean of the not satisfied group is also significantly smaller 
t h a n tha t of the satisfied group in terms of their satisfactoty level (3.115 vs. 
5.68). 
Testing of Hi, H4 and H5 
Result of ANOVA on the variable of perceived superior performance of the 
new product in usage convenience is shown in Table 4. Our first hypothesis 
predicted tha t there is a significant main effect of IBV in influencing the 
perception of superior performance was supported by the result of the present 
study (F(1, 95)=4.818, 2<-05). On the other hand, the H4 which predict a main 
effect for the variable of post-purchase satisfactory level was rejected (F(1, 
95)=2.496, 2>.05). However, these results m u s t be qualified in light of the 
findings tha t marginally support our H5, i.e. a marginally significant IBV X 
Satisfaction interaction effect was found (F(1, 95)=3,703, 2=-057). In 
examining the various cell means, it was shown tha t the mean of the cell with 
low IBV manipulat ion and were not satisfied (Mean=4.96) was significantly 
higher than the means of the other three cells (Table 3). This implies tha t the 
effect of IBV was especiaUy evident when two conditions were met. The first 
condition is tha t the subject was not satisfied with the performance of their 
current mobile phone on the target attribute. The second condition is tha t the 
perceived IBV on tha t target attribute was low before the new product is being 
encountered. If both conditions were fulfilled, the new product would be 
perceived a s more superior in relative to the incumbents in the category than 
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when the IBV w a s high or when the subject was already satisfied with the 
cur ren t brand . 
Testing of H2 
In examinat ion of the effect of IBV on the overall differentiation of the 
new product f rom the alternatives already in the market , we predict a 
significant ma in effect can also be found in the variables of perceived similarity 
and perceived differentiation. However, th is anticipated effect is not significant 
a s shown in Table 5 and Table 6. Only a significant interaction between IBV 
and satisfaction is found in the perceived similarity rat ings (F(1, 94)=13.77, 
2=<.00). However, it is important to note from Table 7 tha t the correlation 
between the rat ings of perceived superior performance and perceived overall 
differentiation (r=.419, 2<.Ol, N=95). In addition, the correlation between 
perceived superior performance and perceived overall impression is also found 
to be significant (r=.295, 2<.01，N=95). These significant correlations provide 
some indirect suppor t s for the hypothesis. 
Testing of H3 
Previous analysis in the manipulation check suggests tha t the means of 
the perceived IBV before manipulation in the two groups with different versions 
ofques t ionnai re were not statistically different (4.20 vs. 4.28，in Table 3)，while 
their difference after manipulation became significant (5.25 vs. 3.71). This 
group-level resul t is in line with our prediction in H3, t ha t is, the perception of 
IBV is elastic and can readily be modified when information is provided. In 
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order to show this high elasticity at individual-level, a repeated measure 
ANOVA was conducted to test the changes in the perception of at t r ibute IBV 
occurred within the subjects before and after the manipulat ion. Result in 
Table 8 shows t h a t the effect of the manipulat ion by different questionnaire is 
significant (F(1,91)=12.576, 2<.Ol). This also implies tha t the changes of 
perceived IBV occurred due to the manipulation was significant a t individual 
level. 
Other Variables Measured 
Although the main concem of our current s tudy is the target dependent 
variable o f t h e at tr ibute o fu sage convenience because we had to inevitably 
choose one variable for our experimental manipulat ions, measures of the 
perceived superior performance were also collected for the other at t r ibutes in 
the third par t of the questionnaire. This was done because of two reasons. 
Firstly, because the subjects did not know which at t r ibute was the target 
attr ibute in the present study, presenting and asking quest ions based on only 
one attr ibute of usage convenience may draw extraordinaiy level of attention to 
tha t attribute. As aforementioned in the discussion of at tr ibute satisfaction, 
people who were already satisfied with certain at tr ibute may pay less attention 
to tha t at tr ibute thenceforth, this extraordinarily high level of attention to 
usage convenience resulted are t hus undesirable because it interferes with the 
satisfaction manipulation. Therefore, similar items probing the perceived 
Produc t Di f fe ren t ia t ion 35 
superior performance of the mobile phone s t imulus in the other a t t r ibutes were 
included and measured. 
Secondly, these extra items may serve a s divergent validation of the effect 
under investigation. Finding support for the Hi from the item concerning the 
superior performance in the attr ibute of usage convenience is meaningless i f w e 
found similar significant effect in the other items measur ing the other 
attr ibutes. In other words, given the effect of IBV was found significant in the 
item of usage convenience, then we have to check if there is such result in the 
other at t r ibutes a s well. If there is, then the effect of IBV revealed from the 
testing of Hi may not exactly due to the current experimental manipulat ions 
bu t other confounding factors. Based on this reasoning, ANOVAs were 
conducted to test for the effect of IBV on different at t r ibutes using the same 
categorization of groups as in the testing of Hi. Results in Table 9 show the 
effect of perceived IBV on all of the six at tr ibutes were non-significant. It is 
also noteworthy tha t only the main effect of IBV was worthy of considerations 
in the above analyses while tha t of the satisfaction level and interaction effect 
were ignored. This is because the variable of post-purchase satisfaction in only 
the attribute of usage convenience may not have any effect on the other 
at tr ibutes in theory. 
In a nutshell , the above analyses on the measures of the at tr ibutes other 
than the target attribute suggests tha t the results supporting the Hi are 
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apparently not due to other confounding variables, which should influence the 
measures of both the target at tr ibute and other a t t r ibutes simultaneously. 
Discussion 
Generally speaking, the fmdings in Study 1 suppor t the hypothesis tha t 
a new product claim of superior performance in a product at tr ibute is perceived 
a s more outs tanding when consumers perceive a low IBV than a high IBV on 
tha t at tr ibute (Hi). Moreover，the result of marginally significant interaction 
effect between perceived IBV and satisfaction level revealed tha t the effect of 
IBV on new product perception is more complicated and conditional. It seems 
tha t the effect of IBV is moderated by subjects ' satisfaction level with the 
mobile phone they are currently using. Only when subjects consider their 
mobile phone a s not performing well on an attribute, the perception of low IBV 
on this at tr ibute can enhance the new product 's perception of superior 
performance on tha t attribute. On the other hand, the effect of low IBV 
(incongruent schema effect) is not evident when the subject are satisfied with 
the performance of their current phone. This discrepancy may be the result of 
the difference in attention placed on this attribute by the two groups of 
subjects. Extra independent-sample t-test was carried out to compare the 
mean of perceived attr ibute importance of those satisfied subjects with that of 
the subjects who are not satisfied. Result shows tha t the former rated the 
attribute of usage convenience as significantly less important t han the latter 
did (Means=5.09 vs. 5.74, t=3.122,逛=93，e<-01). In addition, satisfaction level 
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was negatively correlated with at tr ibute importance (Table 10)，that is，the more 
the subject was satisfied with one's cur rent phone on the attribute, the less 
important was th is at tr ibute h e / s h e would consider when purchasing a new 
phone. This is in line with our previous prediction regarding the post-purchase 
at t r ibute satisfaction (P.26). In our experiment, this also suggests t ha t the 
satisfied subjects may pay less attention to the at t r ibute of usage convenience 
t h a n its not-satisfied counterpart . Moreover, because they were already 
satisfied； the new product claiming its superior performance on this at tr ibute 
was not at tention drawing to them and would not receive any credit about its 
performance. 
Within those subjects who were not satisfied with their current product, 
the perceived IBV can play a role in altering their perception of new product. In 
case of low IBV, a s we have hypothesized, the elicited incongruity with the 
product schema draws extra attention to the current product and its attribute. 
On the contraiy, the existing perception of high IBV is maintained when these 
subjects encounter the new product and this instance is deemed not especially 
distinctive against the other members in the category. It is also plausible tha t 
subjects may know already tha t there are some members in the categoty can 
perform better t han the phone they are using currently. As such, even though 
they entirely believed tha t the new product is more convenient to use, it cannot 
differentiate itself from these members tha t were perceived as similarly 
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convenient in te rms o fusage . As a result, a high-perceived IBV may hamper 
the ability of new product to differentiate itself on this at tr ibute. 
Although the resul ts do not support the H2 tha t no main effect is 
obtained for the perceived IBV in influencing subjects perception of 
differentiated position and overall impression of the new product. However, in 
examination of the means in Table 3，they are indeed parallel to the hypothesis 
t ha t the group who are not satisfied and with low IBV will perceive the new 
product a s less similar to and more differentiated from the products already in 
the market t han the other three groups. Although this effect is not completely 
significant a t conventional statistical levels, it is in the predicted direction in 
terms of these two variables. Moreover, it is unders tandable i fwe consider 
these non-significant results in light of the na ture of these dependent 
measures . Because they are global measures of the new product and many 
confounding variables, e.g. physical variables like appearance, etc., were being 
considered altogether in their evaluation, they were the result tha t were more 
remote from the manipulat ion based on only one product at tr ibute of usage 
convenience in the present study. It is t h u s not surprising to obtain such 
results tha t deviate a Uttle bit from the hypothesis. 
In fact, it is also noteworthy tha t positive intercorrelations among the 
three variables o f ( l ) perceived superior performance on the at tr ibute of usage 
convenience, (2) perceived overall differentiation and (3) perceived overall 
impression were found significant in the present study (Table 6). People 
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perceived the new product a s more convenient to use tended to rate the 
product a s a more differentiated product and formed a better impression for 
this product. In addition, regression analyses were also performed to examine 
the relative power of the variables of perceived superior performance in each of 
the seven at t r ibutes to predict the three major dependent measures concerning 
the overall product perception (i.e. the overall impression, overall similarity and 
overall differentiation). Using stepwise entering method of the predictors, it 
was shown tha t the perceived superior performance in usage convenience is a 
significant predictor of both the dependent measures of overall product 
differentiation (R2 change = .176，2<-01) and overall impression (R2 change = 
.059，2<.01) (Table 11). In other words, the target at tr ibute could account for 
the variance in the dependent measures much better t h a n most of the other 
at t r ibutes (except the attr ibute of appearance). These results together suggest 
tha t the perceived IBV is quite important in determining the perception of 
superior performance of a new product in an attribute. Moreover, th is 
perception can indirectly account for appreciable variance in the overall 
product perception variables, which are in t u m determining whether 
consumers would adopt the new product or not. 
Apart from these empirical results, some other studies found significant 
positive relationship between the level of new product success and product 
differentiation (e.g. Song & Parry (1994 & 1997)). Taken all together, these 
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suggest t h a t the effect of the IBV is quite crucial in new product launch 
because it indirectly determines the success of a new product through product 
differentiation. 
Finally, findings supporting the H3 suggest t ha t the variable of perceived 
IBV is not only important bu t also actionable for marketing practitioners. 
Because of its difficulty to be verified by individual consumers, it is shown tha t 
th is perception ofIBV is quite elastic and could be modified quite easily. 
Marketers may actually manipulate this perception through advertising or 
other communicat ion tools in the way tha t benefits one's own product, i.e. to 
lower the perceived IBV on an attribute tha t the new product going to promote 
or to increase the perceived IBV on an at tr ibute tha t competitors are superior 
at. However, if these strategies are indeed carried out, then the next questions 
tha t worth research are on the relative effectiveness of different sources in 
delivering such IBV information, i.e. Is Consumer Reports or word-of-mouth 
more effective than advertising? Another research question is on the 
changeability of this category schema over time, i.e. Is the schema formed from 
information of Consumer Reports more resistant to changes than other 
sources? 
In a nutsheU, the present study demonstrated tha t the perceived IBV is 
a n important variable should be considered when selecting which attribute as 
the seUing proposition of a new product. Results suggest tha t it is more 
effective for a new product to differentiate itself from the incumbents in the 
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categoiy by promoting an attr ibute tha t consumers perceive a s with low inter-
brand variability t h a n one with high variability. Practitioners should consider 
these contextual factors, such as perceived IBV, a s weU a s the generic na ture of 
the product a t t r ibute in choosing the product a t t r ibutes to be promoted. 
Furthermore, the present study also suggests t ha t promoting an 
at tr ibute tha t consumers are not satisfied with may not always result in 
advantageous positioning a s we may expect before. If t ha t at tr ibute is 
perceived to vary greatly across alternatives simultaneously, people may 
discount the advertising claim and the anticipated superior and differentiated 
positioning of the new product could not be achieved. 
In fact, th is latter implication poses considerable challenge to marketing 
practitioners in the real world. Imagine the following scenario: 
After extensive consumer survey, a company producing durable product 
learned tha t people are generally not satisfied with certain product 
at tr ibute and they rated this same attr ibute a s a n important factor that 
alters their choice among brands. In an effort to increase customer 
satisfaction, the R&D department of this company developed an 
innovative feature tha t is proven to enhance performance on this 
attr ibute for the new product. As the marketing manager of the 
company, you are informed by the same survey tha t consumers do 
perceive a high Inter-brand Variability on this attribute. On the one 
hand, you know tha t this high-perceived IBV may hamper the ability of 
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your new product to differentiate itself from the incumbents by this 
at t r ibute. On the other hand, you cannot afford to neglect th is enhanced 
at t r ibute a n d choose another for the promotion of the new product 
because of its high development cost and its proven better performance. 
Facing th is dilemma, what tactics can you use to ensure a more efficient 
and successful l aunch for your new product? 
The main purpose of the following study is to seek plausible answer for 
this question. Two possible tactics are developed and tested successively in 
this study. Finally, the practical utilities in applying these tactics to new 
product l aunch promotion strategy are discussed a s well. 
Study 2 
To make sure the new product can effectively differentiate itself from the 
other products in the categoiy, we have to search for conditions unde r which 
the effect of high IBV of the target at tr ibute is minimized. Two potential tactics 
accomplishing this goal are proposed. The first one is to confine the 
consideration set so tha t the b rands being considered exhibit a low IBV on the 
target at tr ibute (spotlight strategy). Another one is to limit the size of the 
product set from which the subjects obtain IBV information (smaU set-size 
strategy). The rationales behind these proposals are discussed in the following. 
Spotlight Strategy 
As early a s 1969，researchers had noticed the phenomenon tha t 
consumers，choices are usually limited to a small number of b rands (e.g. 
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Howard & Sheth，1969 (cited from Lehman & Pan, 1994); Shocker, Ben-Akiva, 
Boccara & Nedungadi (1991)). These small number of b r a n d s are generally 
defined a s the choice set of b r a n d s t ha t are evaluated a t the point of decision 
making (Shocker et al,, 1991). This line of research relates closely to research 
of two-stage choice process of consumers (e.g. Bet tman, 1979，Bronnenberg & 
Vanhonacker，1996)，which suggest t h a t consumer first identifies a subse t of 
b r a n d s within the universal set of b rands using simple non-compensatory 
rules; and only those b r ands tha t are in the choice set are evaluated relative to 
one another to select a single brand. On the basis of these previous literature, 
it seems tha t b r a n d s in the consideration set of choice set are salient or 
accessible to consumers . The processing of information on these alternatives is 
more active and involved (Nedungadi, 1990). Moreover, b r a n d s in the choice 
set are goal satisfying in t ha t they satisfy the minimum needs of the consumer 
for the intended use occasion. On the other hand , alternatives t h a t failed to 
enter the consideration set would be excluded from fur ther consideration in the 
choice process. 
The first proposed tactic, namely spotlight strategy, makes use of this 
consideration set formation process. We proposed t ha t the product categoiy 
schema of IBV could be modified by drawing consumers ' at tention to few of the 
members in the category t ha t formed the consideration set in the choice 
process. More specifically, if there is certain non-compensatoiy rule to screen 
out some of the members in the categoiy，then information of these excluded 
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members are irrelevant for the product category schema formation later. In 
other words, the schema of high IBV for the categoty could be changed or 
reversed if the members retained in the consideration set exhibit a low 
perceived IBV. Therefore, we propose the following hypothesis regarding to this 
spotlight tactic: 
He： The effect of high IBV in moderating the new product perception 
can be minimized by the spotlight strategy, by which a low IBV 
schema is formed based on information of the few highlighted 
members in the category instead. In other words, the new product 
l aunch using this strategy can achieve a more differentiated 
position t h a n the control group (with high-perceived IBV only). 
Small Set-size Strategy 
In the previous discussion of the reasons for the occurrence of the effect 
of IBV (P.22), it is believed tha t the inference process about the u s u a l quality of 
the at t r ibute plays an important role. Similar to Moon and Tikoo，s s tudy 
(1997), when the inter-brand variability on an at t r ibute is low, consumers may 
infer a value for the performance of a new product, which approaches the 
average value t ha t a t t r ibute h a s across alternative b r ands t ha t already exist in 
the market . If the new product can effectively promote itself a s an excellent 
performer on tha t low IBV attribute, the resulting contras t can make this 
at tr ibute more saHent and finally account for the moderating effect of perceived 
IBV shown in Study 1. On the other hand, if the IBV on tha t at t r ibute is high 
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already, this inference process is difficult and no u sua l quality can be 
estimated for the new product and no contrast effect is resulted. 
The next tactic proposed to counter the effect of high IBV target a t this 
inference process too. According to the Law of Large Number (Nisbett，Krantz， 
Jepson & Kunda, 1983)，it is commonly believed tha t people may appreciate the 
simple statistical law tha t information drawn from large polls are more reliable 
t h a n tha t from small polls. Moreover, it is also shown tha t people may apply 
this statistical reasoning in daily social inference (e.g. Kunda & Nisbett, 1986) 
Therefore, we believe tha t the sizes of the product set, which deliver the IBV 
information in our experiment, may also play a crucial role in determining if 
subjects would apply this information in the perceived IBV schema formation 
process. More specifically, the following hypothesis is tested: 
H7： Because IBV information based on a small product set (3 products) 
is less reliable than large product set (8 products), subjects in 
smaU set-size group may be less likely to form high IBV perception 
t h a n those in the control group (large set-size group). As a result, 
the new product launch using this strategy can achieve a more 
differentiated position than the control group. 
Method 
Design. A three-group follow-up study was conducted to test the two 
hypotheses above. The two treatment groups adopted the spotlight strategy 
and small set-size strategy respectively. Whereas the last group, which is 
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identical to the High IBV; Not-satisfied group in the previous study, served a s 
the control group. Moreover, a s Study 1 suggests, consumers who are satisfied 
with the target at t r ibute seemed not vulnerable to the effect of perceived IBV, 
we t u m e d our focus of the present study on those subjects who are not-
satisfied with their current product in the target a t t r ibute only. 
Experimental St imulus and Procedure. The same stimuli and procedures a s 
in Study 1 were used again in this follow-up study. The only difference 
occurred in the questionnaires designed to suit the manipulat ions for the two 
t rea tment groups in the present study. The three groups differed from each 
other in the second par t of the questionnaire, from which the subject l eamt 
about the IBV information. For the control group, the same questionnaire used 
in the High IBV group in Study 1 was used again, i.e. the IBV information was 
conveyed by eight products and their values in the at t r ibute of usage 
convenience varied greatly. For the small set-size group, only three products 
were listed to convey the IBV information and their values in the at tr ibute of 
usage convenience differed greatly too. Finally, for the group with spotlight 
strategy, same information table as in the control group was shown to subject. 
However, subjects were then reminded tha t only four out of the eight products 
(products B, C，D & H) were comparable to the new product (i.e. all of them are 
mobile phone with Chinese display). Besides, these four highHghted products 
exhibited a low IBV on the attribute of usage convenience. As a result, three 
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different versions of questionnaire were prepared (see Appendix D and E for the 
manipula t ions in small set-size strategies and spotlight strategy respectively). 
Sub1ects. Another group of subjects other t han those participated Study 1 
was recruited for the present study. Only those consumers who were not 
satisfied with the usage convenience of their current mobile phone were eligible 
to take par t in it. Those who did not meet this criteria were dismissed 
immediately after the first par t of the questionnaire. FinaUy, 61 adul t s were 
recruited successfully to fill-in the questionnaire in public area such as food 
courts and parks. One of the three versions of questionnaire was presented 
randomly to each subject. The number of subjects in each group resulted are 
shown as follows: 
(1) Control group (N=18) 
(2) Small set-size group (N=22) 
(3) Spotlight strategy group (N=21) 
Dependent variables. The four dependent measures were used again to 
assess the brand and categoiy perceptions after manipulation. They were (1) 
overall impression of the new mobile phone, (2) perceived superior performance 
of the new mobile phone on the target attribute (i.e. usage convenience), (3) 
perceived overall similarity between the new mobile phone to the other 
alternatives in the current market, and (4) perceived overall differentiation of 
the new mobile phone from the other alternatives in the market. Again, they 
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were measured in a seven-point scale with 1 equal to strongly disagree and 7 
strongly agree with the sentences. 
Analyses and Results 
Testing of He a n d Hy 
Univariate ANOVA w a s first conducted on the variable of perceived 
superior performance of the new mobile phone on the a t t r ibute of usage 
convenience. Resuk showed tha t the effect of a t least one t rea tment group was 
significant (£=4.121，2<-05) (Table 12). Simple cont ras t s suggest t ha t the 
spotlight group was significantly greater t h a n both the control group (t=-2.60, 
2<.05) and the small set-size group (t=-2.33, 2<.05). On the other hand , the 
small set-size group and control group were not significantly different from 
each other (t=-.39, p>-05). Table 13 also showed the cell m e a n s of the various 
dependent measures across the three groups. Similar to Study 1，the 
differences in the other product perception measures were not veiy different 
among the groups. However, a s shown in Table 14，significant correlation 
coefficients were found between the variables o f ( l ) perceived superior 
performance and perceived overall differentiation (r=.445, 2<.01), and (2) 
perceived overall differentiation and overall impression (r=.349, 2<-01)-
Discussion 
The significance of the present study is twofold. First of all, th is serves to 
replicate the experimental result for the ceU of High IBV; Not-satisfied subjects 
in the first study. Result shows the mean of this control group is similar to 
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t ha t of the group in Study 1 (4.06 vs. 4.00). The next importance is to test for 
conditions under which the effect of high IBV on new product perception could 
be minimized. The resul ts obtained support the sixth hypothesis (He) bu t not 
the seventh one (H?). It m e a n s tha t only the spotlight strategy, which makes 
consumers focus on few ra ther t han all members in the set, is useful in 
enabling the new product to differentiate from the incumbents . Conversely， 
providing information by a small product set did not generate result t ha t 
different from the control group. In addition, the discrepancy between these 
two treatment groups may probably be originated from the difference in the 
perceived IBV as a result of different manipulations. This anticipation is 
supported by the result in Table 13，in which the perceived IBV under the 
manipulation of Spotlight Strategy (Mean=3.76) was proved significantly 
smaller t han tha t of the other two groups. 
In fact, such results have important implications to practical issues 
concerning the use of perceived IBV. First of all, the H& being rejected by the 
findings suggests tha t consumers do form IBV schema regardless of the size of 
the product set. In practical terms, this implies tha t people may make use of 
this product schema even in new market, which consist only a few products a t 
the very beginning. As long a s the existing information shows a high IBV on an 
attribute, promotion in this attribute should result in less differentiated 
position than when the attr ibute exhibits a low IBV. 
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Moreover，the positive result support ing the H? provides with u s a tactic 
t ha t enables u s to achieve a differentiated position even in a high IBV attribute. 
From the viewpoint of marketing practice, th is suggests tha t we have to limit 
the composition of the choice set of your target customers. For example, 
confine only a few incumbents as your competitors in the categoiy by 
comparative advertising (Pechmann & Ratneshwar, 1991)，so a s to achieve a 
more homogeneous performance (i.e. low IBV) in the target attribute. Of 
course, it is also a m u s t to provide the IBV information to manipulate the 
product schema of your target audiences via certain means of communication 
when using this strategy. 
General Discussion 
The present study is an at tempt to demonstrate the effect of an 
important contextual factor of the perceived inter-brand variability in a product 
attribute. Past research h a s been generally concentrated on searching for 
effective communication channels for product differentiation while assuming 
the audiences are basically the same (Pechmann & Ratneshwar, 1991). 
However, keeping the product information communication channel constant , 
our experiments showed tha t the manipulation of perceived IBV for different 
subject groups plays a crucial role in new product perception formation. It was 
shown in our first study tha t effective differentiation by the promotion of 
superior performance on certain attribute occurs only in subjects who 
perceived a low IBV on tha t attribute, bu t not in the high IBV group. Such 
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resul t s strongly suggest tha t marketing mangers should take this product 
category schema of consumers into account during the launch and positioning 
of a new product based on some typical at t r ibutes. Otherwise, the expected 
resul t of product differentiation cannot be obtained even though the new 
product h a s genuine and proven superior quality on tha t at tr ibute (as 
suggested by the high IBV case). 
We then investigated in our second study to find ways for new product to 
overcome the effect ofperceived high IBV. Results showed tha t the effect of 
high IBV is quite universal (i.e. even occurs in small product set). However, we 
can on the other hand change the perception of IBV from high to low by 
limiting the composition of the consideration set (spotlight strategy). 
In general, results from this study add new information to schematic 
processing of consumers. This contextual effect of IBV shown in the present 
s tudy is also anticipated to account indirectly for the high failure rate of new 
product launch a s it is neglected by most marketing practitioners. However, 
being a veiy young area of investigation with regards to new product launch 
literature，there are still rooms for fur ther exploration in this contextual factor. 
For example, a s we have only investigated one product in the present study, it 
is worthwhile to conduct others to see if this effect could be generalized to other 
product categories. For example, a s product category schema is likely to be 
formed as a result of efforts to reduce the burden of information processing, 
this may not occur in the same manner a s in low-involvement product 
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categories. It is t h u s worthwhile to investigate the generaHzability of this IBV 
effect in these categories or non-durables because consumers may even do not 
have the motivation to analyze this information. Moreover，because only 
hypothetical s t imulus of new mobile phone is used in the present study, it is 
t h u s meaningful for fur ther studies to test this effect in a more realistic 
context, in which a real product is being evaluated and direct product 
perception measures like buying intention and the price they willing to pay 
could be also included. 
Secondly, a s the experimental setting used in th is studies were quite 
basic, closer examinations of the processes or mechanisms tha t leads to this 
contextual effect are in ordered. For instance, the pretrial schema switching 
and expectation after encountering the new product was not measured. 
Evidence for th is offers direct support for the schematic processing of 
consumers. In addition, posttrial evaluation is also worth studying with 
reference to their expectation before the trial. 
Finally, fur ther exploration o f t h e da ta in Study 1 suggests the measures 
of superior performance in some of the product at t r ibutes are significantly 
correlated. In Table 15，we can observe a conspicuous tendency tha t the two 
physical at t r ibutes of appearance, and size and weight are correlated, while the 
first four experience attr ibutes are correlated with each other bu t not with the 
two physical ones. The attribute ofres is tance to coUision is an exceptional 
one, which significantly correlated with all six other attributes. Although the 
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reason for this phenomenon is out of the scope of the present study, this 
nevertheless suggests tha t consumers ' perception o fva r ious at tr ibutes o f a 
single new product are intercorrelated to a veiy appreciable extent. This may 
due to the Halo effect tha t if the people perceive a superior performance in one 
attr ibutes, then they will also tend to perceive the other at t r ibutes o f t h e same 
product a s more excellent. If this is the t rue reason, then it also implies tha t 
having a differentiated superior position in any one at t r ibute is a crucial step to 
the success of a new product development. However, it is the limitation of 
present study tha t could not address and examine this unexpected effect 
directly. Further research in this direction to examine the robustness of this 
effect is t h u s desirable. 
Managerial Implications 
From managerial standpoint, this paper suggests the perceived IBV is an 
important variable tha t they mus t consider when launching a new product. 
This gives fur ther guidelines for them to choose which product at tr ibute to 
promote and which incumbents to compete with in the category. In addition, 
the present study also suggests the perceived IBV is a quite crucial factor in 
influencing the trustworthiness ofadvertising claims, though pas t research in 
this area concentrated on static and ad-oriented characteristics such as the 
spokesperson's ethnicity (Deshpande & Stayman, 1994) and the title o f t h e 
spokesperson (Rubin, Mager and Friedman, 1982). However, fur ther research 
is also necessary to search for ways to effectively communicate the information 
/ 
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of IBV to target cus tomers other than consumer reports which always shows 
relatively objective data . 
Furthermore, because there is still a limitation in our second study for 
the manipulat ion of set-size. Past studies reported t ha t it is usually more 
evident to show the set-size effect in within-subject design (Kardes & 
Sanbonmatsu , 1993). One explanation is tha t respondents may be more 
sensitive to set-size manipulat ions when they are exposed to information about 
two objects (vs. one object). When information about only one object is 
presented a s in our Study 2，respondents may not appreciate the greater 
amount of information used to describe the large-set object, nor may they be 
alerted to the absence of information in the description of the small-set object. 
Therefore, the comparative effectiveness of these two types of information 
displays is stiU worth effort to explore. Furthermore, a s only two tactics to 
minimize the high IBV effect were tested, it is t h u s meaningful to develop more 
creative tactics to overcome the negative effect of high IBV on product 
differentiation demonstrated in the present study. 
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Table 10 
Mean Attribute Importance Rating and Perceived IBV Measured in Pilot Study 
Attribute Importance Perceived IBV 
Mean SD Mean SD 
_^^_—^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ —^—^—————— 
Voice Clarity 4.57 .51 3,90 .89 
Receptivity & Sensitivity 4.76 .44 4.10 .83 
Battery Performance 3.76 .77 3.24 1.00 
Usage Convenience 3.95 .87 3.43 1.03 
Resistance to Collision 3.24 1.14 2.67 1.00 
Size & Weight 3.67 .91 4.10 ‘83 
Appearance 3.90 .83 4.19 .99 
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Table 10 
Mean Attribute Importance Rating and Perceived IBV Measured in Study 1 
Attribute Importance Perceived IBV 
Mean SD Mean SD 
Voice Clarity 5 ^ 3 L07 ^ 3 8 L 4 5 
Receptivity & Sensitivity 5.38 1.04 4.68 1.58 
Batteiy Performance 4.39 1.50 4.16 1.43 
Usage Convenience 4.88 1.13 4.53 1.74 
Resistance to Collision 3.55 1.34 4.12 1.57 
Size & Weight 3.69 1.33 4.45 1.49 
Appearance 4.00 1.27 4.66 1.63 
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Table 3 
Cell Means for Various Measures on the Attribute of Usage Convenience 
- High IBV; High IBV;“Low IBV; Low IBV; 
Not Satisfied Satisfied Not Satisfied Satisfied 
(N=19) (N=25) (N=23) (N=28) 
Current satisfactory level 3.00 a 5.60 ^ 3.21 a 5.75 ^ 
Perceived importance 5.42 a，b 5 .041 6.00 a 5.14 ^ 
Pre-manipulation perceived 4.26 ^ 4.16 a 4.52 a 4.14 ^ 
IBV 
- g r o u p means (4.20” （4.28” 
Manipulated perceived IBV 5.26 ^ 5.24 a 3.82 ^ 3.62 ^ 
(Manipulation check) 
- g r o u p means (5.25) ^ (3 .71p 
Perceived superior 4.00 a 4.08 - 4.96 ^ 4.14 a 
performance 
Perceived overaU similarity 5.31 a 4.33 b，c 3.96 - 4.82 a’ b 
Perceived overall 4.21 a’ b 4.04 a，b 4.57 - 3.96， 
differentiation 
Perceived overall impression 4.58 ^ 4.68 a 4.48 ^ 4.43 a 
a, b, c Means with different superscripts are significantly different from each 
other a t2< .05 . 
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Table 10 
ANQVA Results on the Perceived Superior Performance in Usage Convenience 
df MS F p 
Main Effect 
Inter-brand variability (IBV) 1 6.048 4.818 .031 
Current satisfactoiy level 1 3.133 2.496 .118 
Interaction 
IBV X satisfactoiy level 1 4.648 3,703 .057 
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Table 10 
ANQVA Results on the Perceived Overall Similarity between the New Mobile 
Phone and Alternatives already in the Market 
‘ df ^ F 2 
Main Effect 
Inter-brand variability (IBV) 1 4.375 3.064 .083 
Current satisfactory level 1 .080 .056 .814 
Interaction 
IBV X satisfactory level 1 19.671 13.777 .000 
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Table 10 
ANOVA Results on the Perceived Overall Differentiation of the New Mobile 
Phone from Alternatives already in the Market 
~ " “ df i ^ F i 
Main Effect 
Inter-brand variability (IBV) 1 .453 .372 .543 
Current satisfactory level 1 3.464 2.846 .095 
Interaction 
IBV X satisfactoity level 1 1.078 .886 .349 
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Table 10 
Intercorrelations among Various Dependent Measures 
Perceived Perceived Perceived 
superior overall overall 




differentiation .419** .015 
Perceived overall 
impression .295** .182 .437** ** Correlation Coefficient significant a t .01 level (2-tailed, N=95) 
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Table 10 
Result of Repeated Measure ANOVA with Two Levels of IBV Manipulation 
(Questionnaire Versions) a s Between Sub1ect Factor 
逛 MS F 2 
Questionnaire versions 1 24.524 12.576 .001 
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Table 10 
ANOVA Results on the Perceived Superior Performance in Attributes other than 
Usage Convenience 
_. . _ _ _ _ _ _ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ — ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ M ^ ^ M ^ B ^ — — — — ^ — l ^ ^ — ^ — — — — — ^ — — — — 
逛 MS F 2 
Main Effect of IBV on: 
Voice Clarity 1 1-777 .931 .337 
Receptivity & Sensitivity 1 4.795 2.417 .124 
Battery Performance 1 6.067 3.089 .082 
Resistance to Collision 1 0.013 .007 .935 
Size & Weight 1 .651 322 .572 
Appearance 1 .201 .087 .769 
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Table 10 
Intercorrelations among Pre-Manipulation Measures 
Satisfactoity level with Perceived attr ibute 
the current brand importance 
Perceived at t r ibute importance -.273** 
Pre-manipulation perceived IBV -.038 .265** 
** Correlation Coefficient significant at .01 level (2-tailed, N=95) 
m 
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Table 10 
Result of Regression using Perceived Superior Performance in all Seven 
Attributes to Predict Various Overall Product Perceptions 
Dependent Measures Predictors R^ Change F Change 2 
Perceived Overall Usage Convenience .176 19.80 .000 
Differentiation 
Usage Convenience .089 11.12 .001 
+ 
Appearance 
Perceived Overall Appearance .155 17.06 .000 
Impression 
Appearance .059 6.88 .010 
+ 
Usage Convenience 
Perceived Overall Appearance .134 14.20 .000 
Impression 
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Table 12 
Result of Univariate ANOVA with Questionnaire Versions a s Between Subject 
Factor in Study 2 
逛 MS F 2 
Questionnaire versions 2 4.265 4.121 .021 
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Table 13 
Cell Means for Various Dependent Measures in Study 2 
Control Small set- Spotlight 
group size group group 
(N=18) (N=22) (N=21) 
Manipulated Perceived IBV 5.39 4.86 3.76 ** 
Perceived superior 4.06 4.18 4.90 ** 
performance 
Perceived overall similarity 4.88 4.50 4.67 
Perceived overall 4.00 4.13 4.47 
differentiation 
Perceived overall impression 4.39 4.27 4.52 
** Means significantly different from tha t in other groups a t 2<-05. 
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Table 14 
TntPrrorrelatinns； among Vannn^ Denendent Measures in Study 2 
— 
Perceived Perceived h r ce ived 
superior overall overall 
performance similarity differentiation 
Perceived overall 
similarity - .181 
Perceived overall 
differentiation .445** -.2U2 
Perceived overall _ . 3 4 9 -
impression .156 .uou 
- C o r r e l a t i o n Coefficient significant a t .01 level (2-taiied, ^ = o i ) ~ ~ “ “ 
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Table 15 
Intercorrelations among Measures of Perceived Superior Performance in 
Various Arributes in Study 1 
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 
(A) Voice Clarity 1.00 
(B) Receptivity & .597** 
Sensitivity 
(C) Batteiy .530** .618** 
Performance 
(D) Usage . 3 4 5 - . 4 4 4 - . 4 5 8 -
Convenience 
(E) Resistance to .341** .451** .398** .350** 
Collision 
(F) Size & Weight -.022 .102 .026 .153 .386** 
(G) Appearance .053 .187 .095 .141 . 4 0 9 - .557** 





產品 話音 |接收能力 |電池表現 |使用 |跌撞測試 |體積 外形 
淸晰程度及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
A 6 6 2 7 5 7 5 
B 6 6 — 3 — 3 4 5 7 
C 7 4 — 2 3 5 6 7 
D 一 6 6 7 — 4 4 6 5 
E 7 5 一 4 1 5 5 6 
F ~ ~ ^ ~ ~ 4 — 7 2 5 3 — 6 
G — 7 5 — 6 2 4 5 4 
H 5 6 7 5 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 








a.話音淸晰程度 - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.接收能力及靈敏度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.電池表現 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d.使用方便程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.抵受碰撞能力 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f.體積及重量 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






產品 話音 |接收能力 |電池表現 |使用 |跌撞測試 |體積 外形 
淸晰程度及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
A 6 6 2 5 6 7 5 
B — 6 6 一 3 4 — 5 5 — 7 
C 一 7 4 — 2 5 4 6 7 
D 一 6 6 一 7 “ 4 — 5 6 5 
E — 7 5 一 4 5 — 7 5 — 6 
F 5 4 7 — 5 6 3 6 
G — 7 5 6 - 4 — 5 5 4 
H 5 6 7 3 7 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






- 不 很 
犬 犬 
a.話音淸晰程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.接收能力及靈敏度 � 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.電池表現 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d.使用方便程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.抵受碰撞能力 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f.體積及重量 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g.外形 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
〜第二部份完〜 
Appendix B 
















第 ~ ^份： 
1.姓別： • 男 • 女 
2.年齡： Dl5-24 • 25-34 • 35-44 • 45-54 口-；以上 
3.教育程度：口小學或以下 •中學 •預科 •大專或以上 
4.月入： • $5000 或以下 • $5001-10000 • $10001-15000 
• $15001-20000 • $20001-25000 • $25001-30000 
• $30001-35000 • $35001-40000 • $40001-45000 
• $45000或以上 






- 同 M 
j^ 
a.我熟悉市面上各種手機的牌子 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.我熟悉市面上各種手機的型號 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.我熟悉市面上各種手機的功能 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d.對我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的話音淸晰程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.對我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的接收能力及靈敏度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f.對我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的電池表現 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g. ¥寸我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的使用方便程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h.對我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的抵受碰撞能力 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1.對我現時擁有的手機來說，我滿意它的體積^«量 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 









a.話音淸晰程度高 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.接收能力及靈敏度高 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.電池表現良好 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d.使用方便程度高 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.抵受碰撞能力高 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f.體積小，重量輕 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






a.話音淸晰程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.接收能力及靈敏度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.電池表現 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d.使用方便程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.抵受碰撞能力 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 
f.體積及重量 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






產品 話音 |接收能力 |電池表現 |使用 |跌撞測試 |體積 外形 
淸晰程度及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
_ _ _ ± _ J Z Z ^ ~ ~ 6 2 5 6 7 5 
B ~ ~ 6 ~ ~ " 6 3 4 5 5 7 
C 7 — 4 2 5 4 6 7 
— D — 6 6 7 - 4 5 6 — 5 
E 7 5 4 5 7 5 6 
F 5 — 4 7 5 6 3 6 
— G ~ ~ ~ 7 ~ 5 6 4 5 5 4 
H 5 6 7 3 7 4 5 ~ ~ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 








a.話音淸晰程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.接收能力及靈敏度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c.電池表現 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d".使用方便程度 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.抵受碰撞能力 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f.體積及重量 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 










同 M T^  >B 
a.我對這手機的印象是良好的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機在話音淸晰程度的表1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
現較佳 
c.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機在接«^§力及靈敏度1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
的表現較佳 
d.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機的電池表現較佳 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機在使用方便程度的表1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
現較佳 
f •相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機在抵受碰撞能力的表1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
現較佳 — 
&.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機體積較細小^«量較1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
輕 
h.相對於市面上其他手機，我覺得這手機的外形較美觀 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1.整體而言，我覺得這手機與市面上的其他手機是相似的 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 







產品 話音|接收能力|電池表現丨使用|跌撞測試丨體積 外形 
淸晰醚及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
A 一 6 6 — 2 7 6 7 5 
;^;;^^^3^~~ 6 3 __A__ ^ 5 1 
c I 7 4 2 1 4 6 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 






產品 話音 |接收能力 |電池表現 |使用 |跌撞測試 |體積 外形 
淸晰程度及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
A ~ ~ 6 ~ 6 一 2 7 6 7 5 
B ~ ~ " 6 ~ 6 3 — 3 5 5 7 
C — 7 4 2 “ 3 4 6 1 
D 6 6 7 4 — 5 6 5 
E 7 ~ ~ 5 4 — 1 7 : _ 5 6 
F 5 — 4 7 2 — 6 3 6 
— G — 7 ~ ~ r 6 一 2 5 — 5 4 
H 5 6 7 5 1 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 




產品 話音|接收能力|電池表現|使用|跌撞測試| — 外形 
淸晰程度及靈敏度 方便程度 及重量 
A 6 6 2 7 6 7 5 
B — 6 6 3 3 5 — 5 7 
C 7 4 2 3 4 ^ 7 -
D — 6 6 一 7 — 4 5 6 J 
E 一7 5 — 4 1 7 ~ 5 6 
F 5 — 4 7 2 6 3 6 
G 一 7 ~ ~ 5 ~ ~ 6 2 ~ ~ 5 — _ _ l _ _ A _ 
H 5 6 7 5 7 I 4 5~~ 
Appendix C 
Dependent Measures of Study 1: Whole Sample 
Dependent Measures Mean SD 
Perceived Superior Performance in 3.94 1.40 
Voice & Clarity 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.15 1.41 
Receptivity & Sensitivity 
Perceived Superior Performance in 3.86 1.41 
Battery Performance 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.29 1 • 17 
Usasie Convenience 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.00 1.38 
Resistance to Collision 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.46 1.44 
Size & Weight 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.12 1.54 
Appearance 
Overall Impression 4.54 \A2 
OverallSimilarity 4.59 1.27 
Overall Differentiation 4.17 1.11 
Dependent Measures of Study 1: Categorized by Sex 
‘ Male Female 
Dependent Measures Mean SD Mean _ ^ _ 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.05 1.41 3.85 1.39 
Voice & Clarity 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.07 1.45 4.21 1.39 
Receptivity & Sensitivity 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.07 1.56 3.69 1.26 
Battery Performance 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.28 1.39 4.31 .96 
Usage Convenience 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.10 1.48 3.92 1.31 
Resistance to Collision 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.26 1.36 4.63 1.48 
Size & Weight 
Perceived Superior Performance in 4.23 1.60 4.02 1.50 
Appearance 
OverallImpression 4.51 1.71 4.55 1 . 1 4 _ 
OverallSimilarity 4.41 1.38 4.73 _ _ U 7 _ 
Overall Differentiation 4.23 1.29 4.13 . 9 5 _ 
Appendix C 
Dependent Measures of Study 1: Categorized by IBV and 
Satisfaction Level 
High IBV Low IBV 
Not Satisfied l Satisfied Not Satisfied Satisfied 
Dependent Measures "Mean | S D ~ Mean SD Mean_ SD ~ ^ a n SD 
Perceived Superior ^ ^ T " 3.92 1.29 4.48 1.73 3.68 1.16 
Performance in Voice & Clarity — — ；~^ 7^  
Perceived Superior 4.11 1.41 3.72 1.06 4.30 1.66 4.43 1.45 
Performance in 
Recevtivity & Sensitivity — ；^~" 
PerceivedSuperior~~ 3.37 1.34 3.80 1.32 4.26 1.57 3.93 1.36 
Performance in 
Battery Performance — —~~ 
Perceived Superior 4.00 1.11 4.08 1.19 4.96 1.07 4.14 1.11 
Performance in 
Usu2e Convenience 
Perceived Superior ^ ^ 1.42 3.72 1.10 4.26 1.63 3.82 1.36 
Performance in 
Resistance to Collision — 
Perceived Superior 4.84 1.07 3.96 1.67 4.57 1.41 4.57 1.40 
Performance in 
*S/ze & Weight 
Perceived Superior P ^ T7I ^ 1.53 4.04 1.66 4.32 1.25 
Performance in 
Appearance — r^r^~" 
-^llImvression 4.58 1.57 _ 4 ^ _ L 4 g _ _ _ M § _ _ L Z ? _ _ M ? _ _ L ^ 
OverallSimilaritv ^ : ^ H j ^ _ 4 ^ _ J ^ _ _ ^ _ _ ^ 9 _ _ 4 ^ _ _ _ 1 ^ 
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